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THE SILVER LAKE HERITAGE TRUST, et al. 

2568 Griffith Park Boulevard #277 
Los Angeles, CA  90039 
Telephone: ( ) -

info@silverlakeheritage.org 

Petitioners In Pro Per 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

THE SILVER LAKE HERITAGE TRUST, a 
California nonprofit public benefit corporation 
and ANNIE SPERLING, an individual. 

Petitioners/Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a municipal 
corporation; the CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
CITY COUNCIL; and DOES 1 through 10, 
inclusive; 

Respondents/Defendants. 

HOLLAND PARTNER GROUP, LLC, a 
Limited Liability Company, 

Real Party in Interest. 

Case No. 

VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF 
MANDATE AND COMPLAINT FOR 
DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE 
RELIEF 

[Code Civ. Proc. §§ 1060, 1085, 1094.5;  
Govt. Code § 54950 et seq.,  
Los Angeles City Administrative Code] 

1. Violation of the Brown Act (Govt. Code §
54950, et seq.); 

2. Violation of the Brown Act (Govt. Code §
54953, et seq.); 

3. Violation of Procedural Due Process (U.S.
Const. 14th Amendment; Cal. Const. Art. 1, § 
7); 

4. Violation of the Right to Free Speech and
to Petition the Government for Redress of 
Grievances (U.S. Const. 1st Amendment; 
Cal. Const. Art. 1, §§ 2(a), 3(a) and (b));  
Equal Protection of the Laws (U.S. Const. 
14th Amendment; Cal. Const. Art. 1, § 7); 

5. Violation of Los Angeles City
Administrative Code 

6. Violation of Los Angeles City
Administrative Code 

7. Declaratory Relief.
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Petitioners/Plaintiffs, THE SILVER LAKE HERITAGE TRUST (“Petitioners”) a 

California nonprofit public benefit corporation and ANNIE SPERLING, an individual, 

(collectively “Petitioners”) seek a writ of mandate and a declaration of the rights and 

duties of the parties, and preliminary and permanent injunctive relief against 

Respondents/Defendants City of Los Angeles and the Los Angeles City Council (the 

“City” or “Respondents”), and alleges as follows: 

INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND 

1. This lawsuit challenges the action taken by the Los Angeles City Council at

its June 2, 2021 remotely held City Council meeting in which Councilmember Mitch 

O’Farrell and the City Council violated the State’s open meetings law, the Ralph M. 

Brown Act (Govt. Code § 54950 et seq.; hereinafter “the Brown Act”). 

2. In August 2020, Petitioners were applicants to the submission of a Historic

Cultural Monument (“HCM”) application, nominating a local landmark known as Taix 

French Restaurant (“Taix”).  Due to the voluminous nature of the document, Petitioners 

request the 604-page PDF be presented and included as Exhibit A using this link. 

3. On December 17, 2020 the Los Angeles body known as the Cultural

Heritage Commission (“CHC”) (tasked with overseeing the designation and protection of 

local landmarks) voted unanimously in recommending the designation of the Taix 

building, located at 1911-1929 West Sunset Blvd; 1910-2018 West Reservoir St. as a 

Historic Cultural Monument.  Petitioners request the audio recording of the December 17, 

2020 CHC hearing posted by the City be included as Exhibit B using this link. 

4. On January 26, 2021 the Department of City Planning submitted a letter to

the Planning and Land Use Committee (“PLUM”), recommending Taix for inclusion in 

the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments.  Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and 

correct copy of the January 26, 2021 recommendation letter. 

5. On the evening of May 3, 2021 and only hours away from the following

day’s PLUM meeting, Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell’s (“O’Farrell” or 
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“Councilmember O’Farrell”) Planning Director Craig Bullock sent a letter to the PLUM 

Committee informing them of O’Farrell’s desire to “modify and supplement the Cultural 

Heritage Commission’s January 26, 2021 Final Letter of Determination”. Attached hereto 

as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of Craig Bullock’s 3-page letter dated May 3, 

2021. 

6. On May 4, 2021 around 7:50 am Petitioners emailed Councilmember Mitch

O’Farrell’s office requesting a continuance of their case # CHC-2020-5524-HCM, which 

was listed as Item No. 10 on the May 4, 2021 PLUM meeting agenda.  No response was 

received from O’Farrell’s office.   Attached hereto as Exhibit E is a true and correct copy 

of the May 4, 2021 PLUM 15-page agenda.   Note Item No. 10 is silent as to any 

“Amendment” proposed. 

7. On May 4, 2021 around 9:30 am other interested members of the

community alerted Petitioners that Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell’s Planning Director 

Craig Bullock sent a second letter to the PLUM Committee informing them of O’Farrell’s 

amendment to his previous “Amendment”.   Attached hereto as Exhibit F is a true and 

correct copy of Craig Bullock’s 3-page letter dated May 4, 2021. 

8. On May 4, 2021 the PLUM meeting took place.  Petitioners and many other

members of the public had their virtual hands raised but were not called upon to speak. 

Including the application to the motion that was on the agenda. 

9. Between January 2021 and May 2021 Petitioners sent Councilmember

Mitch O’Farrell and his Planning Director Craig Bullock numerous emails requesting a 

meeting.  Petitioners requests for a meeting with their elected official went ignored. 

10. On June 2, 2021 the Regular City Council meeting was held.  Petitioners

and many other members of the public had their virtual hands raised but were not called 

upon to speak.  Attached hereto as Exhibit G is a true and correct copy of the June 2, 

2021 City Council 25-page agenda. Note Item No. 3 is listed under “Items for which 

Public Hearings Have Been Held”, falsely leading the City Council to believe the 

Councilmember O’Farrell’s “Amendment” was brought to PLUM in compliance and in 
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conformance to legal requirements that would allow this Item to advance to the next stage 

in the approval process.  O’Farrell’s representation of Item No.3 was an abuse of process. 

11. On June 3, 2021 after receiving no responses from Councilmember Mitch

O’Farrell’s office, Petitioners mailed a cure or correct letter to the Office of the City Clerk 

and the City attorney’s office.  Attached hereto as Exhibit H is a true and correct copy of 

Petitioners June 3, 2021 3-page cure or correct letter.  No response from the City was 

received. 

12. On June 25, 2021 Petitioners mailed via USPS a cure or correct letter to the

Office of the City Clerk pursuant to Govt. Code § 54960.1(a).  Petitioners received a 

return receipt confirming the City received Petitioners letter on June 29, 2021.  Attached 

hereto as Exhibit I is a true and correct copy of Petitioners June 29, 2021 cure or correct 

letter mailed to the Office of the City Clerk and the attached return receipt.  No response 

from the City was received. 

13. Petitioners allege that the major controversy that exists between

Respondents and members of the public continues to cause prejudice against Petitioners as 

Respondents continue to conduct open meetings in violation of the Brown Act and the 

United States and California Constitutions.  Petitioners have no reason to believe 

O’Farrell and Respondents will cease from violating the Brown Act and the United States 

and California Constitutions absent judicial intervention as sought herein. 

THE MAY 4, 2021 PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT (“PLUM”) 

COMMITTEE MEETING 
A.  INCORRECT INSTRUCTIONS PROVIDED BY THE CITY TO THE PUBLIC 

14. At the time of the May 4, 2021 PLUM meeting, Petitioners can confirm the

agenda posted by the City for the May 4, 2021 PLUM meeting is at the following link: 

(Also Exhibit E but does not provide list of associated documents):  
https://web.archive.org/web/20210504043834/https://lacity.primegov.com/Portal/Meeting
?compiledMeetingDocumentFileId=7873 

15. The May 4, 2021 PLUM meeting begins with a clerk stating:
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“Members of the public who would like to offer public comment on the items 
listed on the Agenda should call 1669-254-5252 and use meeting ID 1616446631 
and then press the number sign.  Press the number sign again when prompted for 
participant ID.  Once admitted into the meeting press asterisk 6 to request to 
speak.  During public comment city staff will call on members of the public by 
the last four digits of their phone number.  By pressing asterisk 6, callers raise 
their virtual hand.  Once the caller hears the last four digits of their phone number, 
they will need to press asterisk 6 to unmute themselves, and should be ready 
to speak.  Once the caller is ready to speak, they must state their name and 
the item or items they are calling to speak on.  Failure to do so will result in 
the call being muted and subsequently disconnected.  Appellants and or 
their representatives and applicants will be allowed to speak for a total of 3 
minutes per side unless otherwise noted by the chairman of this committee.  
Members of the public wishing to speak on 1 agenda item only shall have 
an opportunity to speak for 1 minute.  Members of the public wishing to 
speak on more than 1 item shall state that and shall be allowed to speak for 
a total of 2 minutes.  Failure to raise your hand to speak in a timely manner 
before the comment period for the item ends results in forfeiture of the 
opportunity to participate in public comment for the item.” 

16. Shortly thereafter (06:34 in audio/video), a member of the public is called 

on to speak.  The caller uses his time to inform the Committee and the public that the 

instructions given by the City to press “star 6 to request to speak” were incorrect and 

instead, are “actually star 9”. Without this caller correcting the City’s misguided 

information, members of the public would have been left further deprived of their rights to 

speak on any matter before the committee.  
 

B.     NO NOTIFICATION OF MITCH O’FARRELL’S “AMENDMENT” 

           17.       The evening of May 3, 2021, Petitioners (who were also the HCM 

applicants) were informed by members of the community that Councilmember Mitch 

O’Farrell had sent a letter to PLUM (Exhibit D) seeking approval to “modify and 

supplement the Cultural Heritage Commission’s January 26, 2021 Final Letter of 

Determination”.  Neither Petitioners nor members of the public were given notice of the 

“Amendment”. 

           18.   The following day on May 4, 2021 (the morning of the PLUM meeting) 

Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell sent a second letter to PLUM, submitting an amendment 

to his “Amendment” (Exhibit F). 
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19. Petitioners (who were also the HCM applicants), were not notified by the 

City of either letter describing O’Farrell’s “Amendment” which sought to demolish the 

Taix building he simultaneously claimed to support as a historic cultural monument. 

C.     THE CITY FAILED TO POST & INCLUDE MITCH O’FARRELL’S 

“AMENDMENT” ON THE AGENDA 

           20.       The Brown Act requires that discussion items be placed on public 

agendas, as well as items, which may be the subject of an action, by the body.  The 

purpose of describing each agenda item is to alert the public to topics under 

consideration so that members of the public may decide whether to monitor or 

participate in the meeting.    By the omission of a description of O'Farrell's 

“Amendment”, a flawed agenda was produced; one that failed to inform the public of the 

action going before the Committee to be voted on. 

           21.        Item No. 10 listed on the May 4, 2021 PLUM HTML agenda at that time  

is posted online as follows:  

 

 

 

 

 

             22.       When a viewer arrives at this webpage, the agenda item appears as shown 

in the above screenshot.  A viewer would not know to click within this description to find 

additional supporting documentation associated with the item to appear. 

 23.        Item No. 10 listed on the May 4, 2021 PLUM HTML agenda after 

clicking inside the description is posted online as follows: 

/// 
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/// 

24. Only after clicking in a random area within the description of Item 10,

would the viewer see the above list of 5 attachments associated with the item number 

(Item No. 10). 

25. Attached hereto as Exhibit J is a true and correct copy of the attachment

downloaded from the City website as seen with the above mentioned title “Attachment to 

Report dated 01262021 - Findings 01_26_2021.pdf”. 

26. Attached hereto as Exhibit K is a true and correct copy of the attachment

downloaded from the City website as seen with the above mentioned title “Attachment to 

Report dated 01262021 - Mailing List 01_26_2021.pdf”.  

27. Attached hereto as Exhibit L is a true and correct copy of the attachment

downloaded from the City website as seen with the above mentioned title “Report from 

Cultural Heritage Commission 01_26_2021”. 

28. Petitioners can confirm the document having the title “Report from

Cultural Heritage Commission 01_26_2021.pdf” (604-page PDF) is a true and correct 

duplicate copy of Exhibit A. 
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29.       Attached hereto as Exhibit M is a true and correct copy of the attachment 

downloaded from the City website as seen with the above mentioned title 

“Communication from Deputy City Clerk - Notice(s) 4-23-21.pdf” 

30.       The May 24, 2021 PLUM agenda (Exhibit E) and all five attachments fail 

to mention a single word or reference about Mitch O’Farrell’s “Amendment”.   

31.        In Hernandez v. Town of Apple Valley (2017), a town resident filed a 

lawsuit claiming he would have appeared at the meeting to express his opposition to the 

resolutions and MOU (Memorandum of Understanding) had the agenda described the 

actions to be taken.  The court of appeal affirmed the Brown Act violation for failing to 

properly describe in the agenda specific actions to be taken at the town council’s meeting 

concluding “ “[t]his was troublesome as it is conceivable this was a major factor in the 

decision to send the matter to the electorate.”  The same circumstance is seen here.  

O’Farrell’s “Amendment” itself is specifically what he sought approval for.   No one 

would have known by looking at the May 24, 2021 PLUM agenda (Exhibit E) that 

anything other than the Cultural-Heritage Commission’s recommendation was subject to 

approval, thus making it impossible for the public to make a decision as to whether they 

wanted to attend, and exercise their rights to provide comments on the proposed 

“Amendment” slipped in at the eleventh hour by Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell. 

32.      Left intact, the Cultural-Heritage Commission’s recommendation for the 

Taix restaurant to be included as one of the City’s Historic Cultural Monuments (also 

recognized by SurveyLA and multiple historians), the Taix building in its entirety would 

have been preserved as nominated in the HCM application and as supported by the City’s 

Office of Historic Resources. 

33.      Mitch O’Farrell’s “Amendment” sought to override the Cultural Heritage 

Commission, the Cultural Heritage Ordinance, the Office of Historic Resources, locally 

recognized historians, requests from his voters, and the City’s own program enacted to 

acknowledge and preserve culturally significant buildings in the City, such as Taix.   
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34.      Mitch O’Farrell’s “Amendment”, as seen in Exhibit F, claimed to support 

the Taix’s historic cultural monument nomination, provided the building be demolished 

except for three accessories; its bar top and two signs. No such gutting of the CHC’s 

recommendation was discussed before the CHC, nor was a proposed amendment as 

disastrous as this before members of the public. 

35.     In complete violation of the City’s Cultural Heritage Ordinance, these three 

salvaged accessory items would become Mitch O’Farrell’s version of “historic 

designation” of the Taix French Restaurant.  Unlike any historic designation in the 

City, O’Farrell’s actions put the City’s entire preservation process at risk using no 

objective legal standards, setting a deadly precedent.   

36.     Failing to post this critical piece of information, which drastically modifies 

the foundation of the Petitioners nomination, serves two specific interests: 1. the 

developers who seek approval for their massively upzoned project facilitated by a relaxed 

environmental review which is available to those who “preserve” a historic resource, and 

2. Mitch O’Farrell, who has collected an approximate $137,349.00 in lobbying funds 

from said developers. 

37.     Govt. Code Section 54954.2(a) requires the legislative body of the local 

agency to post an agenda containing a brief general description of each item of business 

to be transacted or discussed at the meeting, including items to be discussed in closed 

session.  The City failed to comply. 

D.  THE CITY FAILED TO CALL ON MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC WHO 

RAISED THEIR VIRTUAL HANDS AND WERE WAITING TO SPEAK 

38.   Members of the public who attended the remotely held meeting on May 4, 

2021 called in with the only information they had available to them that time.  Not only 

were they not called on to speak, but had they been given the opportunity, they would 

have had no knowledge of Councilmember O’Farrell’s last-ditch “Amendment” and 

therefore, would not have been able to comment on it. 
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39. Several members of the public who called in and raised their virtual hands to

speak on Item No. 10 - including the applicant and one of the historians who prepared the 

nomination - were not called on to speak.   

40. Govt. Code Section 54954.3 requires the City to call upon members of the

public to directly address the legislative body on any item of interest to the public, before 

or during the legislative body’s consideration of the item.  The City failed to comply.  

THE JUNE 2, 2021 CITY COUNCIL ACTION 

A.  AGENDA ISSUES 

41. As of the time of the filing of this petition, Petitioners can confirm the

video recorded and posted by the City of the June 2, 2021 City Council meeting is at 

the following link beginning at 32:15: 

https://lacity.primegov.com/Portal/Meeting?compiledMeetingDocumentFileId=8982          

42. Item No. 3 listed on the June 2, 2021 Regular City Council meeting HTML

agenda at that time is posted online as follows (also hyperlinked): 

43. When a viewer arrives at this webpage, the agenda Item appears as shown

in the above screenshot.  A viewer would not know to click within this description to 

find additional supporting documentation associated with the Item to appear. 
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44.     Item No. 3 listed on the June 2, 2021 Regular City Council meeting HTML 

agenda at that time after clicking inside the description is posted online as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

45.     Only after clicking in a random area within the description of Item 3, the 

viewer would see the above list of 13 attachments associated with the item (Item No. 3).             

46.     The June 2, 2021 agenda leads a reader to believe that Councilmember 

Mitch O’Farrell’s eleventh hour “Amendment” was made available to the public and 

open to public comment in compliance with the Brown Act at the PLUM meeting; which 

it was not.   

           47.      Attached hereto as Exhibit N is a true and correct copy of the attachment 

downloaded from the City website as seen in the above screenshot having the above title 

“Report from Planning and Land Use Management Committee - 05-04-21.pdf”. 

48.     Attached hereto as Exhibit O is a true and correct copy of the attachment 
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downloaded from the City website as seen in the above screenshot having the above 

title “Communication(s) from Public_05-04-21.pdf”. 

49. Attached hereto as Exhibit P is a true and correct copy of the attachment

downloaded from the City website as seen in the above screenshot having the above 

title “Communication(s) from Public_05-04-21.pdf”. 

50. Petitioners can confirm the document having the title “Communication from

Office of Councilmember Mitch O'Farrell, Council District 13 (Amended)_05-04-21.pdf” is 

a true and correct duplicate copy of Exhibit F. 

51. Attached hereto as Exhibit Q is a true and correct copy of the attachment

downloaded from the City website as seen in the above screenshot having the above 

title “Communication(s) from Public 5-03-21.pdf”. 

52. Attached hereto as Exhibit R is a true and correct copy of the attachment

downloaded from the City website as seen in the above screenshot having the above 

title “Communication(s) from Public_05-03-2021.pdf”. 

53. Attached hereto as Exhibit S is a true and correct copy of the attachment

downloaded from the City website as seen in the above screenshot having the above 

title “Communication(s) from Public 5-02-21.pdf”. 

54. Attached hereto as Exhibit T is a true and correct copy of the attachment

downloaded from the City website as seen in the above screenshot having the above 

title “Communication(s) from Public_04-28-2021.pdf”. 

55. Attached hereto as Exhibit U is a true and correct copy of the attachment

downloaded from the City website as seen in the above screenshot having the above 

title “Communication from Deputy City Clerk - Notice(s) 4-23-21.pdf”. 

56. Petitioners can confirm the document having the title “Attachment to

Report dated 01262021 - Findings 01_26_2021.pdf” is a true and correct duplicate 

copy of Exhibit J. 
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            57.     Petitioners can confirm the document having the title “Attachment to 

Report dated 01262021 - Mailing List 01_26_2021.pdf” is a true and correct duplicate 

copy of Exhibit K. 

 58.     Petitioners can confirm the document having the title “Report from Cultural 

Heritage Commission 01_26_2021.pdf is a true and correct duplicate copy of Exhibit L. 

            59.     Petitioners can confirm the document having the title “Attachment to 

Report dated 01262021 - Staff Report 01_26_2021.pdf” is a true and correct duplicate 

copy of Exhibit A (submitted via digital link). 

           60.     The June 2, 2021 Agenda implies the general public was afforded the 

ability to access and participate in the committee meeting that alleges to have adopted 

the findings of the Cultural Heritage Commission (“CHC”) recommendation, “as 

amended by the PLUM Committee…”  

61.     The June 2, 2021 agenda incorrectly lists Item No. 3 under “Items for which 

Public Hearings Have Been Held”.  As previously stated by Petitioners, this is incorrect; 

the “Amendment” was not introduced or made available to the public in a timely manner, 

and was not agendized in compliance with the Brown Act, which requires that the public 

be sufficiently notified of the item seeking approval and be afforded the opportunity to 

exercise their speaking rights on the matter seeking approval. 

62.      The June 2, 2021 agenda states:  “Some items on the agenda may be 

approved without any discussion, however, any item may be called "special" by a 

Councilmember. If an item is called "special" it will be "held" until the remainder of the 

items on the Council agenda have been acted on by the Council. An item may also be 

called "special" if a member of the public has requested to speak on the item and a 

public hearing was not previously held.” 

63.       According to the June 2, 2021 agenda, the act of calling an item “special” 

indicates that public comment should be allowed, since the previous meeting had no 

notification of the “Amendment” and as seen and heard by Petitioners, Councilmember 

O’Farrell says he “would like to call item 3 “special” for comments” (00:34:56). 
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64.      Calling an item “special” is not defined anywhere in the Los Angeles City 

Council Rules.  However, history shows it is a long-standing City Council tradition that 

calling an item “special” indicates that there will be public comment allowed on that 

item.  O’Farrell called Item No. 3 “Special” as seen at (00:34:56) in the video, then kept 

public comment on this Item closed, in violation of the Brown Act. 

65.     By calling the item “special”, Mitch O’Farrell acknowledged the defective 

agenda, as it should have never been listed as an “Item for which a previous public 

hearing has been held”.  Instead of calling on members of the public who had called in 

and raised their virtual hands to speak on what O’Farrell knew was an incredibly 

controversial matter, Mitch O’Farrell spoke on his own behalf for approximately 6 

minutes, robbing the public of their time.  
 

B.  THE CITY FAILED TO CALL ON MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC WHO 

RAISED THEIR VIRTUAL HANDS AND WERE WAITING TO SPEAK 

66.     Petitioners and members of the public who attended the remotely held City 

Council meeting on June 2, 2021 called in waiting patiently to speak on Item No. 10, 

only to never be called on. 
  

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK AT LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL 

67.  “The People of California do not yield their sovereignty to the agencies which 

serve them. The people, in delegating authority, do not give their public servants the right 

to decide what is good for the people to know and what is not good for them to know. The 

people insist on remaining informed so that they may retain control over the instruments 

they have created.” Govt. Code § 54950. 

68.  California Constitution, Article 1, Section 3(b)(1), states:  “The people have 

the right of access to information concerning the conduct of the people’s business, and, 

therefore, the meetings of public bodies and the writings of public officials and agencies 

shall be open to public scrutiny.” 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 
15 

69. In enacting the Brown Act, the California Legislature found and declared

“the public commissions, boards and councils and the other public agencies in this State 

exist to aid in the conduct of the people’s business.”  Govt. Code § 54950.  

70. The Brown Act requires that discussion items be placed on public agendas, as

well as items which may be the subject of an action by the body.  The purpose of 

describing each agenda item is to alert the public to topics under consideration so that 

members of the public may decide whether to monitor or participate in the meeting.   

71. The People of California have elevated the right to transparent government,

accountable to the people, to a right protected by their State Constitution.  California 

Constitution, Article 1, Section 3 (a), states:  “[t]he people have the right to instruct their 

representatives, petition government for redress of grievances, and assemble freely to 

consult for the common good.” 

72. The only predictability and consistency we have in our City’s legal system

right now, is the plausible assumption the publics rights as constituents will be violated, 

by the very individuals they voted in to office.   

73. Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell was well aware of the Petitioners and the

public's position on Taix; he knew it was a hotly contested issue.   Govt. Code Section 

54954.3(c) requires O’Farrell and the rest of the City Council to not prohibit public 

criticism of the policies, procedures, programs, or services of the agency, or of the acts or 

omissions of the legislative body. Nothing in this subdivision shall confer any privilege 

or protection for expression beyond that otherwise provided by law.  The Brown Act 

requires that the O’Farrell, and the rest of the City Council, “shall provide an opportunity 

for members of the public to directly address the legislative body on any item of interest 

to the public.” (Gov. Code § 54954.3, subd. (a); see also Galbiso v. Orosi Public Utility 

Dist. (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1063, 1079–1080.  This requirement remains mandatory 

during “teleconference meetings;” the legislative body “shall teleconference meetings in 

a manner that protects the statutory and constitutional rights of the parties or the 

public appearing before the legislative body of a local agency.” (Gov. Code § 54953, 
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subd. (b)(3).) A teleconference meeting must “provide an opportunity for members of the 

public to address the legislative body directly pursuant to Section 54954.3.” (Ibid.) 

        74.  Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell and the City have failed to comply with these 

provisions; and they continue to do so.   

        75.  An item of business approved in violation of the City Council’s rules is a failure 

to proceed in accordance with law as authorized under City Charter, and any action taken 

pursuant to actions that violate the City Council’s rules are null and void. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

Violation of the Brown Act, Govt. Code § 54954.3(a) 

(Rights to Public Comment) 

76.    Petitioner realleges and incorporates herein by reference the allegations of 

Paragraphs 1 through 75, inclusive, of this petition and complaint. 

77.    Govt. Code § 54954.4(c) sets forth the importance that the Legislature 

assigns to full and complete compliance with the Brown Act by stating:  “The Legislature 

hereby finds and declares that complete, faithful, and uninterrupted compliance with the 

Ralph M. Brown Act (Chapter 9 (commencing with Section 54950) of Part 1 of Division 

2 of Title 5 of the Govt. Code) is a matter of overriding public importance.” 

78.    Govt. Code § 54954.3(a) imposes a mandatory duty upon the City to allow 

public comment on each and every item of business listed on a special meeting agenda 

issued under the authority of Govt. Code § 54956. 

79.    The wording of Govt. Code § 54954.3(a) expresses the Legislature’s intent 

that public comment may only be denied at a regular meeting of the legislative body 

when an opportunity for public comment was afforded at a qualifying committee of the 

same legislative body. 

80.    There is no mention, in any publication made available to the public for the 

May 4, 2021 PLUM Agenda, of Councilmember O’Farrell’s plan to significantly 

“amend” the Cultural-Heritage Commission’s findings to the point of designating three 

accessories proposed to be removed from the building, prior to its demolition.  On the 
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contrary, the May 4, 2021 agenda provides the CHC’s findings and recommendation to 

proceed with approval of the nomination as recommended by the CHC. 

81.    As a direct and proximate cause of the actions of the City and its City 

Council, members of the public attending the City Council meeting in the only manner 

permitted via remotely were deprived of information concerning the constitutional and 

other legal infirmities of O’Farrell’s “Amendment” to the CHC’s recommendation, all in 

violation of Govt. Code § 54954.3(a). 

82.  As a direct and proximate cause of the actions of the City and its City 

Council, members of the public attending the City Council meeting in the only manner 

permitted via remotely were deprived of participating in the meeting for no other reason 

than the City not calling on them while they waited for their turn in violation of Govt. 

Code § 54954.3(a). 

83.    The City and City Council’s actions in this matter are not “complete, 

faithful, or uninterrupted compliance” with the mandates of the Brown Act.  The City and 

City Council have failed to proceed in the manner required by law.     

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

Violation of the Brown Act, Govt. Code § 54954.3(c) 

(Improper Prohibition of Public Criticism) 

           84.    Petitioners reallege and incorporate herein by reference the allegations of 

Paragraphs 1 through 83, inclusive, of this petition and complaint. 

85.    Govt. Code § 54954.3(c) prevents a legislative body from prohibiting 

“public criticism of the policies, procedures, programs, or services of the agency, or the 

acts or omissions of the legislative body. 

86.     As described in this Petition and as described in greater detail in Exhibit I, 

Mitch O’Farrell’s history of excluding members of the public has been a pattern of 

viewpoint discrimination and is again seen here in his violations of the Brown Act. 

87. Petitioners are informed and believe, and based thereon alleges, that the 

purpose of the agenda omissions, lack of notice sent to Petitioners, failure of the City to 
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call on Petitioners and members of the public and the overall general manner in which 

Mitch O’Farrell treats his constituents is to effectively preclude public comment of 

specific controversial agenda items by speakers who are more likely to be critical of the 

him and actions of the City.  O’Farrell’s conduct is unbecoming actions of an elected 

official and an unreasonable content-based restriction on speech, which violates 

Government Code section § 54954.3(c) and the First Amendment. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

Violation of the Right to Free Speech and to Petition the Government for Redress of 

Grievances – Refusal to Allow Members of the Public to Speak 

(US Constitution Article 1) 

88. Petitioners reallege and incorporate herein by reference the allegations of

Paragraphs 1 through 87, inclusive, of this petition. 

89. The First Amendment of the United States Constitution, and Article 1,

sections 2(a), 3(a) and (b), prohibit government interference with the rights to free 

speech, assembly, association, and the right to petition the government for redress of 

grievances. 

90. Petitioners, as homeowners, property owners, and representatives of resident

stakeholders in the community, have a First Amendment right to attend and to speak at 

City Council and City Council Committee meetings in order to communicate their 

concerns and interests to government decision makers who were elected to make land use 

decisions with respect to major developments in Petitioners’ community.   Issues raised at 

said meetings are matters of public concern, and Petitioners have a First Amendment 

right to be heard on such issues. 

91. By refusing to call upon and allow Petitioners to exercise their rights to

speak and to be heard, both in the past, and continuing into the future, Respondents have 

deprived Petitioners of their First Amendment right to speech, assembly, association, and 

to petition the government for redress of grievances. 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
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Violation of the Right to Free Speech and to Petition the Government for Redress of 

Grievances – Refusal to Allow Members of the Public to Speak at Public Meetings    

(US Constitution First and Fourteenth Amendment; California Constitution, Article 1) 

92.     Petitioners reallege and incorporate herein by reference the allegations of 

Paragraphs 1 through 91, inclusive, of this petition. 

93.     The First Amendment, and the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth 

Amendment of the United States Constitution prohibits government discrimination based 

upon viewpoint and the exercise of fundamental rights. 

94.     Petitioners, and all members of the public, have a fundamental right to 

petition the government for redress of grievances, including the right to access the courts. 

95.     By refusing to call upon Petitioners and allow them to speak, both in the 

past, and continuing into the future, Respondents have deprived and continue to deprive 

Petitioners and other members of the public, of their Fourteenth Amendment right to 

equal protection of the laws. 

96.     Discrimination by a government policymaker such as Mitch O’Farrell 

constitutes discrimination against Petitioners because of the positions they have taken on 

matters of public concern in their communities and because they have been actively 

involved in voicing their concerns in the past.  This discrimination on the part of 

Respondents is designed to discriminate and retaliate against Petitioners for exercising 

their fundamental rights and to chill Petitioners in the exercise of such fundamental 

rights.  

97.     Petitioners are entitled to a declaration that the City and its City Council, 

including City Council Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell, violated the Brown Act public 

speaking rights of Petitioners and all other persons similarly situated by actions they took 

at the June 2, 2021 meeting related to Item No. 3, and by their deprivation of the 

constitutionally - and statutorily - protected public participation rights of the persons who 

sought to speak.   
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98.     Petitioners are entitled to the issuance of a writ of mandate invalidating the 

actions approving Mitch O’Farrell’s “Amendment” adopted on June 2, 2021 by the City 

Council. 

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Violation of Los Angeles Administrative Code Sec.22.171.10(d)(5) 

99.     Petitioners reallege and incorporate herein by reference the allegations of 

Paragraphs 1 through 98, inclusive, of this petition. 

100.    Los Angeles Administrative Code Section 22.171.10(d)(5) requires the City 

to mail a written notice at least ten days prior to the date of the hearing, to the applicant 

(Petitioners), the time, place and purpose of the public hearing on the proposed 

designation.  The City failed to comply by providing no notice to the applicants 

(Petitioners).   Had the City complied with this section, although it would not have cured 

the defect related to the City’s failure to inform the public of the actual purpose of both 

the PLUM meeting and the City Council meeting, at the very least the applicants would 

have had sufficient knowledge of Mitch O’Farrell’s “Amendment” and his intent to 

mutilate Petitioners HCM nomination.   Instead, O’Farrell sought to slip it into City 

Council, hijacking Petitioners HCM nomination, disguising it as the original 

recommendation given by the Cultural Heritage Commission. 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Violation of Los Angeles Administrative Code Sec.22.171.10(f) 

101.  Petitioners reallege and incorporate herein by reference the allegations of 

Paragraphs 1 through 100, inclusive, of this petition. 

102. Los Angeles Administrative Code Section 22.171.10(e) requires the City 

Council to approve or disapprove a proposed designation of a Monument within 90 days 

of the public hearing held before the Commission on the proposed designation.  The City 

Council may unilaterally extend the 90-day time limit to act for a maximum of 15 days 

for good cause.  With written consent of the owner, the time for the City Council to act 

may be extended by up to an additional 60 days.  If the City Council does not act on the 
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application or initiation within the specified time limit, the application or initiation to 

designate a Monument shall be deemed to have been denied. 

103.  Nothing in the Council File demonstrates an extension was requested or 

granted.  While Council File 21-0119 indicates: “Time Limit has been tolled pursuant to 

the Mayor's Public Order issued on 3/21/2020. (Original Time Limit: 3/17/21)”, the 

Council File is silent as to when the tolling period ends.  Petitioners are informed and 

believe leaving an open ended unknown period of time only further prejudices Petitioners 

and members of the public. 

104.  The Cultural-Heritage Commission hearing that approved Taix to be 

designated as a historical cultural monument took place on December 17, 2020.  Nothing 

in the record reflects there was an extension granted, which lawfully extended the City 

Council’s Time to Act.  

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Declaratory Relief 

105.  Petitioners reallege and incorporate herein by reference the allegations of 

Paragraphs 1 through 104, inclusive, of this petition. 

106.   Petitioners allege that the Respondents have deliberately failed and refused, 

and continue to deliberately to fail and refuse, to call upon members of the general public 

allowing them to speak at public meetings as required by the Brown Act and the United 

States and California Constitutions. Petitioners allege that this is done in order to 

discourage public participation at required hearings and to minimize opposition to 

projects favorable to City Council members and to discriminate and retaliate against 

Petitioners for their exercise of their fundamental rights to free speech, assembly, 

association, and to petition the government for redress of grievances.  Petitioners allege 

that Respondents/Defendants, and all of them, have acted to chill Petitioners in the 

exercise of their fundamental rights, and to deprive Petitioners of liberty and/or property 

without due process of law. 
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 107.     O’Farrell’s preference in applying legislation on a project-by-project 

prejudices Petitioners and deprives members of the public of their rights.  

108.  When Respondents proceed as they do in this manner, the entire public and 

the Courts are prejudiced because Petitioners have no other recourse to rectify the wrongs 

and attempt to eliminate the prejudice, other than to file lawsuits such as the instant 

lawsuit.  The City failed to cure or correct its Brown Act violations upon notice of them.  

The public’s interests were and are not served by the City’s actions and inaction to cure, 

and Petitioners and the general public have been prejudiced thereby.  Further, members 

of the public are burdened with the task of seeking judicial intervention in order to 

enforce laws they are well aware they are breaking on a daily basis.  Councilmember 

O’Farrell has failed to serve his constituents as he was elected to do.  He has instead been 

motivated and operates to serve his campaign contributors and developer friends, who 

have made it more than worth his while to keep Petitioners and other members of the 

public as far removed as they can, from participating in public matters of interest. 

109.  Petitioners seek a writ of mandate and injunctive relief, inter alia, compelling 

the Respondents, and all of them, to (1) void and nullify the June 2, 2021 City Council 

action on Item No. 3; and (2) acknowledge and call upon members of the public who 

have virtually raised their hands so as to allow full, complete, and unfettered participation 

by the public in compliance with the Brown Act and the United States and California 

Constitutions. 

PARTIES 

110.    Petitioners are a California nonprofit public benefit corporation.  Its 

members include residents, residential property owners and taxpayers in the City of Los 

Angeles who advocate for residential quality of life issues and challenge worsening 

environmental impacts such as increased traffic, land use and planning issues, 

preservation of historic and cultural resources, negative impacts on aesthetics and scenic 

vistas, increased burdens on public services and public safety, and unrestrained growth 

induced by placing oversized projects causing gentrification within the City. 
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111.   Petitioners, as property owners and representatives of residents and property 

owners in the Los Angeles area have a liberty and/or property interest in land use, 

decisions regarding developments that occur in their neighborhoods, including the City’s 

cultural heritage. 

112.  Petitioners are prejudiced by the City Council’s violations of the Brown Act 

and have a substantial interest in ensuring that the City’s decisions are in conformity with 

the requirements of law, and in having those requirements properly executed and the 

public duties of the City enforced.  Petitioners are and will be adversely affected by 

impacts resulting from the City’s capricious actions, and are aggrieved by the acts, 

decisions and omissions of the City as identified in this petition and complaint.  

Petitioners’ are suing on their behalf and as applicable, on behalf of all persons who 

patiently waited after raising their virtual hands at the Los Angeles City Council meeting, 

and more broadly, including all those who seek to maintain the integrity of the City’s 

democratic participation processes. 

113.    Respondent Los Angeles City Council is the elected governing body of the 

City, and is the body responsible for the decisions at issue herein. 

114.    Petitioners are ignorant of the (others) true names of respondents sued 

herein as DOES 1 through 10, inclusive, and therefore sues said respondents by those 

fictitious names.  Petitioners’ will amend the petition to allege their true names and 

capacities when the same have been ascertained.  Petitioners’ are informed and believe, 

and based thereon alleges, that each of these fictitiously named respondents is in some 

manner responsible for the wrongful conduct alleged in this petition.  Petitioners’ are 

informed and believe, and based thereon alleges, that these fictitiously named 

respondents were, at all times mentioned in this petition, the agents, servants, and 

employees of their co-respondents and were acting within their authority as such with the 

consent and permission of their co-respondents. 

/// 
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

115.    Jurisdiction over Respondents and each of them exists because each of the 

Respondents named in this litigation are present and operating within the jurisdictional 

limits of the County of Los Angeles. 

116.    Venue is proper because the acts and omissions complained of in this 

litigation took place remotely within this judicial district at the Los Angeles City Hall. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner prays for judgment as follows: 

1. This Court issue a declaration that the City of Los Angeles and the Los

Angeles City Council violated the Ralph M. Brown Act and the United States and 

California Constitutions by excluding members of the general public from speaking at the 

public meetings by: 

a. Refusing to allow all interested persons to comment on Item No. 3

related to the questionable “amendment” made by Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell; 

b. Adopting improper and unreasonable time limits on general public

comment to the speakers who were called on and given the opportunity, including 

limiting each speaker to one minute, and by treating multiple-item speakers 

differently than single-item speakers, by forcing them to speak on all items in a 

single period at the beginning of the meeting, instead of during the consideration of 

the item of business they are commenting on; 

c. Not calling on members of the public who are generally more critical

of the City, for the improper purpose of prohibiting public criticism of the City and 

its unlawful actions; 

d. Not calling on members of the public when the Councilmember

and/or his staff had knowledge of the viewpoints held by many members of the 

public who do not agree with said Councilmember; 
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e. Failing to post material information to the May 4, 2021 PLUM

agenda which subsequently incorrectly advanced the item to the June 2, 2021 City 

Council meeting for approval under false pretenses. 

f. Misclassifying agenda Item No. 3 under “Items for which Public

Hearings Have Been Held”. 

g. Calling Item No. 3 “Special”, and by doing so, acknowledging the

defect, opening the comment period for one lone speaker - Councilmember Mitch 

O'Farrell – who spoke on his own behalf, while continuing to misinform the public. 

2. This Court issue a nullification of the action taken on Item No. 3 at the June

2, 2021 meeting, pursuant to Govt. Code § 54960.1; 

3. This Court issue a permanent injunction and/or a peremptory writ of mandate

prohibiting the City of Los Angeles and the Los Angeles City Council from: 

a. Prohibiting interested persons who call in and who have followed the

instructions on the agenda for public speaking, from commenting on any item of business 

listed on the posted agenda; 

b. Implementing improper and unreasonably limits on public comment,

including limiting each speaker to one minute per agenda item, and to three minutes per 

speaker, and by forcing multiple-item speakers to speak on all items in a single three-

minute period, at the beginning of the meeting, instead of during the consideration of the 

item of business they are commenting on; 

c. Discriminating against members of the public based upon their

viewpoints on matters of public concern. 

4. This Court find Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell guilty of a misdemeanor

pursuant to Government. Code § 54959; 

5. This Court issue a peremptory writ of mandate, without a hearing or further

notice, immediately directing the actions adopted by the Los Angeles City Council at its 

June 2, 2021 meeting under Item No. 3 of the agenda are null and void; or, in the 
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alternative, an order to show cause why the actions adopted by the Los Angeles City 

Council should not be declared null and void; 

6. For attorneys' fees incurred in this action pursuant to Govt. Code Section

6259(d), 6259(e) and/or Code of Civil Procedure Section 1021.5; 

7. For costs of suit; and

8. For such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and proper.
Dated:  August 11, 2021 

_______________________________________ 
Petitioners in Pro Per 
CAROL CETRONE for 

SILVER LAKE HERITAGE TRUST 

_______________________________________ 
Petitioners in Pro Per 
ANNIE SPERLING
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VERIFICATION 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 
) ss: 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) 

I, ANNIE SPERLING, declare as follows: 

I am over the age of 18 and am a party to this action.  I have read the foregoing 

First Amended Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Declaratory and 

Injunctive Relief and am familiar with is contents.  The same is true of my own 

knowledge, except as to those matters which are therein stated on information and belief, 

and, as to those matters, I believe them to be true. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct.  Executed at Los Angeles California this 11th day of August 

2021. 

________________________________ 
ANNIE SPERLING
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VERIFICATION 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 
) ss: 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) 

I, CAROL CETRONE, declare as follows: 

I am a Board member of  SILVER LAKE HERITAGE TRUST, and, as 

such, I am authorized to execute this Verification on its behalf.  I have read the 

foregoing First Amended Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for 

Declaratory and Injunctive Relief and am familiar with its contents.  The same is true of 

my own knowledge, except as to those matters which are therein stated on information 

and belief, and, as to those matters, I believe them to be true. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct.  Executed at Los Angeles California this 11th day of August 

2021. 

________________________________            
CAROL CETRONE for         

SILVER LAKE HERITAGE TRUST 



EXHIBIT A
(SUBMITTED AS DIGITAL LINK)

(604-PAGE CHC NOMINATION & STAFF REPORT)

https://lacity.primegov.com/meeting/attachment/379417.pdf?name=Attachment 
to Report dated 01262021 - Staff Report 01_26_2021



EXHIBIT B
(SUBMITTED AS DIGITAL LINK)

(AUDIO RECORDING OF DECEMBER 17, 2020 CULTURAL 
HERITAGE COMMISSION HEARING)

https://planning.lacity.org/StaffRpt/Audios/CHC/2020/12-17-2020/07 
CHC-2020-5524.mp3
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January 26, 2021

Los Angeles City Council 
c/o Office of the City Clerk 
City Hall, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attention: PLUM Committee

Dear Honorable Members:

TAIX FRENCH RESTAURANT; 1911-1929 WEST SUNSET BOULEVARD; 1910-2018 WEST 
RESERVOIR STREET; CHC-2020-5524-HCM; ENV-2020-5525-CE; CD-13

At its meeting of December 17, 2020, the Cultural Heritage Commission took the actions below to include 
Taix French Restaurant in the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments, subject to adoption by the City Council:

Determined that the proposed designation is categorically exempt from the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Article 19, 
Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines;
Determined that the property conforms with the definition of a Monument pursuant to Section 
22.171.7 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code;
Recommended that the City Council consider Taix French Restaurant for inclusion in the list of 
Historic-Cultural Monuments; and
Adopted the attached amended Findings of the Commission.

1.

2.

3.

4.

The Commission vote was as follows:

Moved:
Seconded: Milofsky 
Ayes:
Absent:

Kanner

Barron, Kennard 
Buelna

Vote: 4 - 0

James K. Williams, Commission Executive Assistant II 
Cultural Heritage Commission
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The Cultural Heritage Commission would appreciate your inclusion of the subject property to the list of Historic- 
Cultural Monuments.
Time for Council to Act: The Commission action is hereby transmitted to the City Council for consideration. 
Pursuant to Section 22.171.10(f) of the Los Angeles Administrative Code, the Council may approve or disapprove 
in whole or in part an application or initiation for a proposed designation of a Monument. The Council shall act in 
90-days of the public hearing held before the Commission on the proposed designation. The City Council may 
unilaterally extend the 90-day time limit to act for a maximum of 15 days for good cause. With written consent of 
the owner, the time for the City Council to act may be extended by up to an additional 60 days. If the Council does 
not act on the application or initiation within this specified time limit, the application or initiation to designate a 
Monument shall be deemed to have been denied.

Enclosure: Amended Findings of the Cultural Heritage Commission, Staff Report, Mailing List
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TAIX FRENCH RESTAURANT
1911-1929 West Sunset Boulevard; 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street

CHC-2020-5524-HCM
ENV-2020-5525-CE

FINDINGS

(As Amended by the Cultural Heritage Commission on December 17, 2020)

• Taix French Restaurant “exemplifies significant contributions to the broad cultural,
economic or social history of the nation, state, city or community” as the long-time location
of Taix French Restaurant, a business that bears a significant association with the
commercial identity of Los Angeles.

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

Taix French Restaurant meets one of the Historic-Cultural Monument criteria: the subject property 
“exemplifies significant contributions to the broad cultural, economic or social history of the nation, 
state, city or community” as the long-time location of Taix French Restaurant, a business that 
bears a significant association with the commercial identity of Los Angeles.

Los Angeles has a wide range of long-term businesses that have served residents, visitors, and 
tourists for decades and have made important contributions to the commercial history of Los 
Angeles. SurveyLA identifies several eligibility standards for evaluating properties for historic 
significance under the theme of “Commercial Identity, 1920-1980.” These include evaluating 
whether a property “is associated with a business that made an important contribution to 
commercial growth and development in Los Angeles” and whether it “is the founding or the long 
term location of a business significant in commercial history.” The subject property has served as 
the location for Taix French Restaurant, a business established in 1927, for nearly 60 years. In 
Los Angeles and elsewhere, well-established and long-lived businesses, such as Taix French 
Restaurant, take on important social qualities and over time, they often organically mature into 
iconic and revered cultural institutions. Their endurance becomes ingrained into a neighborhood’s 
collective memory and plays an integral role in defining a community’s sense of cultural and 
commercial identity. Since 1962, Taix French Restaurant has remained in continuous operation 
at its location in Echo Park. Over the course of its nine decades in business, the restaurant has 
become known for serving country French dishes in its stylish, dimly lit dining rooms and a cocktail 
lounge. Its banquet rooms have often been used as gathering places for large parties, especially 
before and after games at nearby Dodger Stadium. Taix French Restaurant is considered a legacy 
business and a beloved community institution, earning it a reputation as one of Los Angeles’ most 
iconic dining establishments.

Although the property has experienced some interior and exterior alterations since Taix relocated 
to the subject property in 1962, all changes are associated with the restaurant’s growth over time 
and are compatible with the original continental dining design intent. Therefore, the subject 
property retains a high level of integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, and association to convey its significance.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (“CEQA”) FINDINGS

State of California CEQA Guidelines, Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 “consists of actions taken 
by regulatory agencies, as authorized by state or local ordinance, to assure the maintenance,
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CHC-2020-5524-HCM
1911-1929 West Sunset Boulevard; 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street 
Page 2 of 2

restoration, enhancement, or protection of the environment where the regulatory process involves 
procedures for protection of the environment.”

State of California CEQA Guidelines Article 19, Section 15331, Class 31 “consists of projects 
limited to maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation 
or reconstruction of historical resources in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 
Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic buildings.”

The designation of Taix French Restaurant as an Historic-Cultural Monument in accordance with 
Chapter 9, Article 1, of The City of Los Angeles Administrative Code (“LAAC”) will ensure that 
future construction activities involving the subject property are regulated in accordance with 
Section 22.171.14 of the LAAC. The purpose of the designation is to prevent significant impacts 
to a Historic-Cultural Monument through the application of the standards set forth in the LAAC. 
Without the regulation imposed by way of the pending designation, the historic significance and 
integrity of the subject property could be lost through incompatible alterations and new 
construction and the demolition of an irreplaceable historic site/open space. The Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation are expressly incorporated into the LAAC and provide 
standards concerning the historically appropriate construction activities which will ensure the 
continued preservation of the subject property.

The City of Los Angeles has determined based on the whole of the administrative record, that 
substantial evidence supports that the Project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Section 15331, Class 31, and none of 
the exceptions to a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 applies. 
The project was found to be exempt based on the following:

The use of Categorical Exemption Class 8 in connection with the proposed 
designation is consistent with the goals of maintaining, restoring, enhancing, and 
protecting the environment through the imposition of regulations designed to 
prevent the degradation of Historic-Cultural Monuments.

The use of Categorical Exemption Class 31 in connection with the proposed 
designation is consistent with the goals relating to the preservation, rehabilitation, 
restoration and reconstruction of historic buildings and sites in a manner consistent 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties.

Categorical Exemption ENV-2020-5525-CE was prepared on November 13, 2020.
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MITCH O'FARRELL
Councilmember 

13th District

May 3, 2021

Chair Marqueece Harris-Dawson and Honorable Members of the 
Planning & Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee 

Los Angeles City Hall 
200 N. Spring St., Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Taix Historic Cultural Monument Designation (21-0119)

Dear Chair Harris-Dawson & Honorable Members of the PLUM Committee:

I am writing to convey Councilmember O’Farrell’s support for the designation of the Taix site.

Taix restaurant has been operating in the City of Los Angeles since 1926 and its current location 
since 1962. The City has twice recognized the intangible elements of culture and community 
despite changes in the location, building, dining format, service style, menu and decor. It is a 
cultural resource that many Angelenos hold dear. It is for this reason that Taix should be 
designated.

This designation, however, should not be an impediment to Taix’s ability to evolve, as it has done 
for nearly a century. As such, Councilmember O’Farrell seeks to modify and supplement the 
Cultural Heritage Commission’s January 26, 2021 Final Letter of Determination that is found as 
an attachment to this letter.

Thank-you for your consideration.

Craig Bullock 
Planning Director 
Thirteenth Council District

Attachment: Taix Modified and Supplemented Findings

CITY HALL 200 N. Spring Street Room 480 Lm Angeles CA 90012 OFFICE: 213.473.7013 FAX: 213.473.7734 
DISTRICT OFFICE 1722 Sunset Boulevard Los Angeles, CA 90026 OFFICE: 213.207.3015 FAX: 213.207,303 !
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ATTACHMENT: TAIX MODIFIED AND SUPPLEMENTED FINDINGS

Council District Thirteen recommends that the City Council adopt the following findings, which 
modify and supplement the Cultural Heritage Commission’s January 26, 2021 Final Letter of 
Determination, as follows:

On December 17, 2020, the City’s Cultural Heritage Commission conducted a public hearing to 
consider the nomination of the site, where the Taix Restaurant is located, as a City of Los Angeles 
Historic-Cultural Monument, under Criterion 1 (identified with important events of national, state, 
or local history) and Criterion 3 (distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period or method of 
construction) of the City’s Cultural Heritage Ordinance.

SurveyLA, the citywide historic resources survey, identified the Taix Restaurant as potentially 
“individually eligible for local listing or designation through survey evaluation,” as “significant in 
the area of commerce as the founding or long-term location of a business that made a significant 
contribution to the commercial history of Los Angeles.”

Taix French Restaurant has been twice recognized by the City of Los Angeles for theses 
intangible elements of culture and community despite repeated changes in its location, building, 
dining format, service style, menu and decor over the years - as a cultural resource that remains 
dear to the hearts of many Angelenos, consistent with the Criterion No. 1 related to the 
restaurant’s “board cultural, economic, and social history”.

After conducting its public hearing and considering the evidence in the administrative record, the 
Cultural Heritage Commission found that Taix Restaurant does not meet Criterion 3 of the Cultural 
Heritage Ordinance. The Commission found that the architectural quality of Taix Restaurant is 
negligible on the exterior and interior. The current Taix French Restaurant building is an amalgam 
of styles and additions to the building that existed at the property prior to Taix Restaurant’s 
location there in 1962. The building is not an example of the French Normandy architectural style. 
The interior of the restaurant was reconfigured in 1969 and extensively remodeled in the late 
1980’s through the 2000’s. The restaurant’s continental-themed interior appointments, such as 
carpeted floors, drapery, acoustic drop ceilings, upholstered booths, chandeliers, large mirrored 
panels, and painted wall murals date from the last 25 years and are not historically significant

The Cultural Heritage Commission unanimously voted to limit its designation recommendation for 
Taix Restaurant to only significance under Criterion 1 (“exemplifies the broad cultural, economic 
or social history of the nation, state, city or community”), and expressed a desire to permit the 
owner to make necessary changes to Taix Restaurant to enable it to continue as a legacy 
business.

In order to continue over its nearly 100 years in business, Taix Restaurant has previously been 
required to adapt and repeatedly change. Yet despite the many changes, the Taix family has 
successfully maintained the continuity of the restaurant and its significance as a Los Angeles 
cultural institution. The Taix family has informed the City that the revenues of the restaurant can 
no longer support the overhead associated with its current property, over-sized building, and aged 
and outdated infrastructure. Accordingly, preservation of the Taix French Restaurant as a 
historic-cultural resource and legacy business requires that it be able to respond to economic and 
social challenges that compel changes in its current physical premises.

EXHIBIT D
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Section 22.171.10(f) of the City’s Cultural Heritage Ordinance authorizes the City Council to 
approve or disapprove, in whole or part, the designation of a Historic-Cultural Monument, 
including any site, building or structure. The City Council finds and determines that the subject 
site and the Taix Restaurant are significant under Criterion 1 only. The Council finds that the Taix 
Restaurant building (and its interior and exterior architecture and decor) are not architecturally or 
historically significant.
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MITCH O'FARRELL
Councilmember 

13th District

May 4, 2021

Chair Marqueece Harris-Dawson and Honorable Members of the 
Planning & Land Use Management Committee 

200 N. Spring St., Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Taix Historic Cultural Monument Designation (21-0119)

Dear Chair Harris-Dawson & Honorable Members of the PLUM Committee:

I am writing to convey Councilmember O’Farrell’s support for the designation of the Taix site.

Taix Restaurant has been operating in the City of Los Angeles since 1926 and its current location 
since 1962. The City has twice recognized the intangible elements of culture and community 
despite changes in the location, building, dining format, service style, menu and decor. It is a 
cultural resource that many Angelenos hold dear. It is for this reason that Taix should be 
designated.

The designation, however, should not be an impediment to Taix’s ability to evolve, as it has done 
for nearly a century. As such, Councilmember O’Farrell seeks to modify and supplement the 
Cultural Heritage Commission’s January 26, 2021 Final Letter of Determination that is found as 
an attachment to this letter and has been modified from a previous submission.

Thank^ou for your consideration.

Craig Bullock 
Planning Director 
Thirteen Council District

Attachment: Taix 5/4/21 Modified Findings

CITY HALL 200 N. Spring Street Room 480 Los Angeles CA 90012 OFFICE: 213.473.7013 FAX: 213.473.7734 
DISTRICT OFFICE 1722 Sunset Boulevard Los Angeles, CA 90026 OFFICE: 213.207.3015 FAX: 213.207.3031
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ATTACHMENT: TAIX 5/4/21 MODIFIED FINDINGS (WITH ADDED LANGUAGE IN
BOLD AND UNDERLINE)

The City Council adopts the following findings, which modify and supplement the 
Cultural Heritage Commission’s January 26, 2021 Final Letter of Determination, as 
follows:

On December 17, 2020, the City’s Cultural Heritage Commission conducted a public 
hearing to consider the nomination of the site, where the Taix Restaurant is located, as 
a City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument, under Criterion 1 (identified with 
important events of national, state, or local history) and Criterion 3 (distinctive 
characteristics of a style, type, period or method of construction) of the City’s Cultural 
Heritage Ordinance.

SurveyLA, the citywide historic resources survey, identified the Taix Restaurant as 
potentially “individually eligible for local listing or designation through survey evaluation,” 
as “significant in the area of commerce as the founding or long-term location of a 
business that made a significant contribution to the commercial history of Los Angeles.”

Taix French Restaurant has been twice recognized by the City of Los Angeles for 
theses intangible elements of culture and community despite repeated changes in its 
location, building, dining format, service style, menu and decor over the years - as a 
cultural resource that remains dear to the hearts of many Angelenos, consistent with the 
Criterion No. 1 related to the restaurant’s “board cultural, economic, and social history”.

After conducting its public hearing and considering the evidence in the administrative 
record, the Cultural Heritage Commission found that Taix Restaurant does not meet 
Criterion 3 of the Cultural Heritage Ordinance. The Commission found that the 
architectural quality of Taix Restaurant is negligible on the exterior and interior. The 
current Taix French Restaurant building is an amalgam of styles and additions to the 
building that existed at the property prior to Taix Restaurant’s location there in 1962.
The building is not an example of the French Normandy architectural style. The interior 
of the restaurant was reconfigured in 1969 and extensively remodeled in the late 1980’s 
through the 2000’s. The restaurant’s continental-themed interior appointments, such as 
carpeted floors, drapery, acoustic drop ceilings, upholstered booths, chandeliers, large 
mirrored panels, and painted wall murals date from the last 25 years and are not 
historically significant.

The Cultural Heritage Commission unanimously voted to limit its designation 
recommendation for Taix Restaurant to only significance under Criterion 1 (“exemplifies 
the broad cultural, economic or social history of the nation, state, city or community”), 
and expressed a desire to permit the owner to make necessary changes to Taix 
Restaurant to enable it to continue as a legacy business.

In order to continue over its nearly 100 years in business, Taix Restaurant has 
previously been required to adapt and repeatedly change. Yet despite the many 
changes, the Taix family has successfully maintained the continuity of the restaurant

20642769.1
225322-10008
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and its significance as a Los Angeles cultural institution. The Taix family has informed 
the City that the revenues of the restaurant can no longer support the overhead 
associated with its current property, over-sized building, and aged and outdated 
infrastructure. Accordingly, preservation of the Taix French Restaurant as a historic- 
cultural resource and legacy business requires that it be able to respond to economic 
and social challenges that compel changes in its current physical premises.

Section 22.171.10(f) of the City’s Cultural Heritage Ordinance authorizes the City 
Council to approve or disapprove, in whole or part, the designation of a Historic-Cultural 
Monument, including any site, building or structure. The City Council finds and 
determines that the subject site and the Taix Restaurant are significant under Criterion 1 
only. The Council finds that the Taix Restaurant building (and its interior and exterior 
architecture and decor) are not architecturally or historically significant: provided, 
however, that the City Council identifies the following physical features of the 
Taix Restaurant that should be preserved in order to convey the restaurant’s 
historic significance and justify its designation as a Historic-Cultural Monument, 
as well as its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical 
Resources: (i) The red and white east-facing Taix billboard sign along Reservoir 
Street; (ii) the vertical red and white ‘Cocktails’ sign along Sunset Boulevard: and 
(iii) the restaurant’s original cherry wood bar top.

20642769.1
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Annie Sperling 
info@silverlakeheritage.org

2568 Griffith Park Boulevard #277
Los Angeles, CA  90039

www.silverlakeheritage.org

June 2 , 2021

Via Post Mail & E-mail
Office of the City Clerk
Ms. Holly Wolcott  (holly.wolcott@lacity.org, Clerk.CPS@lacity.org, clerk.nbid@lacity.org)
200 N. Spring St., Room 360 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

          Re:  Council File: 21-0119, June 2, 2021 City Council Meeting, Agenda Item # 3, Taix French 
Restaurant, 1911 Sunset Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90026, Historical-Cultural Monument case # 
CHC-2020-5524-HCM, “Amendment”, Notice of Brown Act Violation, Cure and Correct 
Demand, and Cease and Desist Demand

To Whom it may concern:

          On behalf of the Silver Lake Heritage Trust and the parties named herein (all who have 
requested they be included and have authorized the Silver Lake Heritage Trust to act on their 
behalf), we provide notice of the City’s violation of the Ralph M. Brown Act (Gov.§§ 54950-54963, 
referred to as the “Brown Act”) at its June 2, 2021 Los Angeles City Council meeting.  The City 
violated the Brown Act by failing to allow the named parties and other members of the public the 
opportunity to address the City Council regarding the amendments made to the Historic-Cultural 
Monument (HCM) nomination recommendation for Taix French Restaurant.

This link directs to the June 2, 2021 video of the City Council meeting in question and will be used 
for all time references herein.

The nature of the violation is as follows: 

In its meeting of June 2, 2021, City Council President Nury Martinez asked if there are any 
specials, at which time (35:00) Councilmember O'Farrell requests "to call item 3 Special for 
comments".   Item 3 was Councilmember Mitch O' Farrell's amended version of the Cultural 

LACC Brown Act Violations Cease & Desist
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Heritage Commission’s recommendation intended to designate the Taix French Restaurant building 
as a Historic Cultural Monument.  After voting on consent items 1 and items 4 through 8, the 
Council moved on to take "General Public Comment" (40:05).  Although Councilmember O'Farrell 
did not open item number 3 for public comment, the public was informed they could speak for one 
minute on this item during the 30 minutes the Council decided was a reasonable amount of time for 
"General Public Comment".  Members of the public who called in were muted as they waited for 
their turn to speak specifically on item number 3.  When item number 3 was called (1:11:45) 
Councilmember O'Farrell spoke on his amendment for approximately 6 minutes.   He allowed no 
comments from members of the public.  Council President then called for the vote (1:18:10), as 
members of the public remained waiting in the queue, but were never called on.  Members of the 
public who waited for their turn to speak include but are not limited to: Annie Sperling, Charles 
Fisher, C.C. de Vere, Carol Cetrone, Jen Getz, Doug Haines and Adrian Fine.  Having followed the 
instructions to call in and raise their virtual hand to address matters of public concern before the 
City Council, they were never allowed an opportunity to speak.  The vote was taken by the City 
Council with no means for members of the general public to participate.  

Additionally:

The previously held PLUM hearing that took place on May 4, 2021 wherein the Taix item was 
heard (agenda item #10), was also held with multiple Brown Act Violations.

The Silver Lake Heritage Trust sent a Cure and Correct letter to the City Attorney's office on June  
3, 2021 (See Attachment 1) requesting the violations that took place at the May 4, 2021 PLUM 
hearing be corrected.   No acknowledgement or response from the City was received.
Neither hearing was conducted in a proper manner to allow public comment.  Both votes were taken 
with no input from the public on Councilmember O’Farrell’s amendment, the final version of which 
he submitted immediately before the PLUM hearing.

By ignoring the Brown Act Violations at its previously held May 4, 2021 PLUM hearing, the City 
leaves the public without ANY opportunity to speak on the Councilmember's eleventh hour 
amendment.   The PLUM hearing was the first time the public was made aware of the substantial 
change Councilmember O'Farrell made.  Because his amendment corrupted the original intent of 
the nomination and the recommendation made by the Cultural Heritage Commission, this greatly 
contested matter became even more contentious.

The Brown Act requires that legislative bodies, including the City Council, “shall provide an 
opportunity for members of the public to directly address the legislative body on any item of 
interest to the public.” (Gov. Code § 54954.3, subd. (a); see also Galbiso v. Orosi Public Utility 
Dist. (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1063, 1079–1080 and Gov. Code § 54954.3, subd. (c) [“The 
legislative body of a local agency shall not prohibit public criticism of the policies, procedures, 
programs, or services of the agency, or of the acts or omissions of the legislative body”].)  This
requirement remains mandatory during “teleconference meetings;” the legislative body “shall

LACC Brown Act Violations Cease & Desist
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conduct teleconference meetings in a manner that protects the statutory and constitutional rights 
of the parties or the public appearing before the legislative body of a local agency.” (Gov. Code § 
54953, subd. (b)(3).) A teleconference meeting must “provide an opportunity for members of the 
public to address the legislative body directly pursuant to Section 54954.3.” (Ibid.)

Government Code Section 54954.3 provides that members of the public must be permitted to 
address the legislative body on any item of interest to the public before or during the body’s 
consideration of that item.

At BOTH public hearings, although members of the public had their virtual hands raised, they were 
not recognized or called upon to speak before or during the Council's consideration of item number 3.

With respect to interpreting the provisions of the Brown Act, note that Article I, section 3 of the 
California Constitution provides that “[a] statute, court rule, or other authority ... shall be broadly 
construed if it furthers the people’s right of access, and narrowly construed if it limits the right of 
access.” Meetings of legislative bodies, such as city council meetings, are regarded under First 
Amendment framework as “limited public forums.” See White v. City of Norwalk, 900 F.2d 1421, 
1425 (1990). Speech in a “public forum,” which includes public spaces such as sidewalks and parks 
that have traditionally been used for conduct protected by the First Amendment, can only be restricted 
if a high standard is met.

Generally speaking, the more public a venue is, the less latitude the government has to restrict 
speech. Also, generally speaking, restrictions that are content-neutral (i.e., not tied to a particular 
message) will generally be easier to uphold than restrictions based on a particular viewpoint, which 
are more often constitutionally suspect.  This general principle is codified to some extent in Section 
54954.3 of the Brown Act, which provides that “[t]he legislative body of a local agency shall not 
prohibit public criticism of the policies, procedures, programs, or services of the agency, or of the 
acts or omissions of the legislative body.”

Councilmember O'Farrell has a pattern and practice of silencing members of the community who 
don't agree with him (Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Ass'n v. City of Los Angeles, B288964 
(Cal. Ct. App. Dec. 4, 2019)).   In this ruling, the court found O'Farrell to be in violation of the 
Brown Act; some of their findings include:

• “there was evidence of viewpoint discrimination in O’Farrell’s statement that he did
not want to admit people who would disagree with him to the HDRC meetings.”

• "'Citizens have an enormous first amendment interest in directing speech about public
issues to those who govern their city. It is doubtless partly for this reason that such 
meetings, once opened, have been regarded as public forums, albeit limited ones.'"
(Ribakoff v. City of Long Beach (2018) 27 Cal.App.5th 150, 174, quoting White v. City 
of Norwalk (9th Cir. 1990) 900 F.2d 1421, 1425.)"
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•  "O’Farrell excluded them in retaliation for filing lawsuits against the City.   The right to 
petition the government for redress of grievances is "one of 'the most precious of the liberties 
safeguarded by the Bill of Rights'" (BE & K Const. Co. v. N.L.R.B. (2002) 536 U.S. 516, 
524), and "the First Amendment bars retaliation for protected speech." (Crawford-El v. 
Britton (1998).  U.S. 574, 592.) Petitioners have therefore asserted valid claims for 
declaratory relief under the First Amendment."

•  “The law is clear that a governmental entity may not bar citizen speech in either public 
or nonpublic forums based on the viewpoint of the speaker.”

•  ""Government action that suppresses protected speech in a discriminatory manner may 
violate both the First Amendment and the Equal Protection Clause. . . ."

•  “… the City could not constitutionally exclude petitioners based on their viewpoint.”

In such circumstances, it might be reasonable to infer that the limitation on speech is not a content-
neutral restriction but is instead a viewpoint-specific restriction on speech which could violate not 
only the Brown Act but also the First Amendment.  Here, at this City Council meeting and the 
preceding PLUM hearing, members of the public were denied the opportunity to speak on matters 
of public concern.

Councilmember O'Farrell was well aware of the contentiousness of this item and public opposition 
that arose at the discovery of his eleventh-hour amendment.  O'Farrell’s history of viewpoint 
discrimination and not wanting to hear from people who may disagree with him is evidenced again 
here, as seen in both the May 4, 2021 PLUM hearing and the June 2, 2021 City Council meeting. 

The City’s actions in this matter are not complete, faithful, or uninterrupted compliance with the 
mandates of the Brown Act. The City has failed to proceed in the manner required by law. 

Therefore the PLUM Committee and the Los Angeles City Council, by denying members of the 
public an opportunity to be heard on matters before these bodies, violates the Brown Act. 
We hereby demand, Pursuant to Government Code Section 54960.1, that the City of Los Angeles 
cure and correct its violations of the Brown Act and the illegally taken actions as follows:

1.  Cease and desist your violations of the Brown Act by immediately rescinding the 
decisions that were made in both of the flawed hearings.

2.  Provide for new hearings on the item pursuant to section 54954.3 of the Brown Act, 
including the allowance of thorough public comment by any and all interested 
members of the public who comply with the instructions and raise their virtual hands 
during the telephonic and/or electronic meetings. 

LACC Brown Act Violations Cease & Desist
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3. Cease and desist the systematic denial of public speaking rights in all future meetings.

As provided by Section 54960.1, you have 30 days from the receipt of this demand regarding the 
City Council meeting to either cure or correct the challenged action or inform us of your decision 
not to do so.

Failure to cure or correct as demanded may leave us no recourse but to seek a judicial invalidation 
of any prior actions pursuant to Section 54960.1, in which case we would also ask the court to order 
you to pay court costs and reasonable attorney fees in this matter, pursuant to Government Code 
Section 54960.5. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 

The Silver Lake Heritage Trust

Enclosures:

Attachment 1:  June 3, 2021 Cure & Correct Letter to PLUM
Attachment 2:  June 2, 2021 Los Angeles City Council Agenda

cc via Email only:

Los Angeles Office of the City Attorney, Terry Kaufmann-Macias, Terry.Kaufmann.Maci s@lacity.org 
Los Angeles Office of the City Attorney, Kimberly Huangfu, Kimberly.Huangfu@lacity.org Deputy 
City Attorney, Strefan Fauble, Strefan.Fauble@lacity.org
Office of Historic Resources, Melissa Jones, Melissa.Jones@lacity.org
Office of Historic Resources, Shannon Ryan, Shannon.Ryan@lacity.org
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TAIX FRENCH RESTAURANT
1911-1929 West Sunset Boulevard; 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street

CHC-2020-5524-HCM
ENV-2020-5525-CE

FINDINGS

(As Amended by the Cultural Heritage Commission on December 17, 2020)

• Taix French Restaurant “exemplifies significant contributions to the broad cultural, 
economic or social history of the nation, state, city or community” as the long-time location 
of Taix French Restaurant, a business that bears a significant association with the 
commercial identity of Los Angeles.

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

Taix French Restaurant meets one of the Historic-Cultural Monument criteria: the subject property 
“exemplifies significant contributions to the broad cultural, economic or social history of the nation, 
state, city or community” as the long-time location of Taix French Restaurant, a business that 
bears a significant association with the commercial identity of Los Angeles.

Los Angeles has a wide range of long-term businesses that have served residents, visitors, and 
tourists for decades and have made important contributions to the commercial history of Los 
Angeles. SurveyLA identifies several eligibility standards for evaluating properties for historic 
significance under the theme of “Commercial Identity, 1920-1980.” These include evaluating 
whether a property “is associated with a business that made an important contribution to 
commercial growth and development in Los Angeles” and whether it “is the founding or the long 
term location of a business significant in commercial history.” The subject property has served as 
the location for Taix French Restaurant, a business established in 1927, for nearly 60 years. In 
Los Angeles and elsewhere, well-established and long-lived businesses, such as Taix French 
Restaurant, take on important social qualities and over time, they often organically mature into 
iconic and revered cultural institutions. Their endurance becomes ingrained into a neighborhood’s 
collective memory and plays an integral role in defining a community’s sense of cultural and 
commercial identity. Since 1962, Taix French Restaurant has remained in continuous operation 
at its location in Echo Park. Over the course of its nine decades in business, the restaurant has 
become known for serving country French dishes in its stylish, dimly lit dining rooms and a cocktail 
lounge. Its banquet rooms have often been used as gathering places for large parties, especially 
before and after games at nearby Dodger Stadium. Taix French Restaurant is considered a legacy 
business and a beloved community institution, earning it a reputation as one of Los Angeles’ most 
iconic dining establishments.

Although the property has experienced some interior and exterior alterations since Taix relocated 
to the subject property in 1962, all changes are associated with the restaurant’s growth over time 
and are compatible with the original continental dining design intent. Therefore, the subject 
property retains a high level of integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, and association to convey its significance.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (“CEQA”) FINDINGS

State of California CEQA Guidelines, Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 “consists of actions taken 
by regulatory agencies, as authorized by state or local ordinance, to assure the maintenance,
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CHC-2020-5524-HCM
1911-1929 West Sunset Boulevard; 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street 
Page 2 of 2

restoration, enhancement, or protection of the environment where the regulatory process involves 
procedures for protection of the environment.”

State of California CEQA Guidelines Article 19, Section 15331, Class 31 “consists of projects 
limited to maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation 
or reconstruction of historical resources in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 
Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic buildings.”

The designation of Taix French Restaurant as an Historic-Cultural Monument in accordance with 
Chapter 9, Article 1, of The City of Los Angeles Administrative Code (“LAAC”) will ensure that 
future construction activities involving the subject property are regulated in accordance with 
Section 22.171.14 of the LAAC. The purpose of the designation is to prevent significant impacts 
to a Historic-Cultural Monument through the application of the standards set forth in the LAAC. 
Without the regulation imposed by way of the pending designation, the historic significance and 
integrity of the subject property could be lost through incompatible alterations and new 
construction and the demolition of an irreplaceable historic site/open space. The Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation are expressly incorporated into the LAAC and provide 
standards concerning the historically appropriate construction activities which will ensure the 
continued preservation of the subject property.

The City of Los Angeles has determined based on the whole of the administrative record, that 
substantial evidence supports that the Project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Section 15331, Class 31, and none of 
the exceptions to a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 applies. 
The project was found to be exempt based on the following:

The use of Categorical Exemption Class 8 in connection with the proposed 
designation is consistent with the goals of maintaining, restoring, enhancing, and 
protecting the environment through the imposition of regulations designed to 
prevent the degradation of Historic-Cultural Monuments.

The use of Categorical Exemption Class 31 in connection with the proposed 
designation is consistent with the goals relating to the preservation, rehabilitation, 
restoration and reconstruction of historic buildings and sites in a manner consistent 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties.

Categorical Exemption ENV-2020-5525-CE was prepared on November 13, 2020.
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Certified Mail Number:Council District 13
Craig.bullock@lacity.org
Amv.ablakat@lacitv.org

Determination Letter: 
CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
Mailing Date: January 26,2021

1911 Sunset Investors LLC 
c/o Chris Riha
1675 S. Marlow Ave. Suite 404 
Portland, OR 97225

1911 Sunset Investors LLC 
c/o Chris Riha
1675 S. Marlow Ave. Suite 404 
Portland, OR 97225

1911 Sunset Investors LLC 
c/o Chris Riha
1675 S. Marlow Ave. Suite 404 
Portland, OR 97225

Raymond M. Taix Et Al 
3586 E. California Boulevard 
Pasadena, CA 91107

Raymond M. Taix Et Al 
3586 E. California Boulevard 
Pasadena, CA 91107

Raymond M. Taix Et Al 
3586 E. California Boulevard 
Pasadena, CA 91107

Annie Sperling 
Silver Lake Heritage Trust 
2568 Griffith Park Boulevard #277 
Los Angeles, CA 90039

Charles J. Fisher 
140 S. Avenue 57 
Highland Park, CA 90042
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DEPARTMENT OF 
CITY PLANNING

200 N. Spr ing  St r eet , Ro o m 272 
Lo s  An g el es , CA 90012-4801

EXECUTIVE OFFICESCit y o f  Lo s Ang el es
VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 

d ir ec t o r  

(213) 978-1271

Ca l if o r nia

KEVIN J. KELLER, AICP
EXECUTIVE OFFICER

(213) 978-1272

c u l t u r a l  h er it ag e c o mmis s io n

% ir ic h ar d  bar r o n
pr es id en t V I l is a m. w ebber , a ic p

DEPUTY DIRECTOR

(213) 978-1274

!g ail  k en nar d
v ic e pr es id en t fe>y

pil ar  bu el n a  
d ian e k an n er  

bar r y  mil o f s k y

er ic  g a r c et t i
may o r

http://planning.lacity.org
c o mmis s io n OFFICE 

(213) 978-1300

January 26, 2021

Los Angeles City Council 
c/o Office of the City Clerk 
City Hall, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attention: PLUM Committee

Dear Honorable Members:

TAIX FRENCH RESTAURANT; 1911-1929 WEST SUNSET BOULEVARD; 1910-2018 WEST 
RESERVOIR STREET; CHC-2020-5524-HCM; ENV-2020-5525-CE; CD-13

At its meeting of December 17, 2020, the Cultural Heritage Commission took the actions below to include 
Taix French Restaurant in the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments, subject to adoption by the City Council:

Determined that the proposed designation is categorically exempt from the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Article 19, 
Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines;
Determined that the property conforms with the definition of a Monument pursuant to Section 
22.171.7 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code;
Recommended that the City Council consider Taix French Restaurant for inclusion in the list of 
Historic-Cultural Monuments; and
Adopted the attached amended Findings of the Commission.

1.

2.

3.

4.

The Commission vote was as follows:

Moved:
Seconded: Milofsky 
Ayes:
Absent:

Kanner

Barron, Kennard 
Buelna

Vote: 4 - 0

James K. Williams, Commission Executive Assistant II 
Cultural Heritage Commission
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The Cultural Heritage Commission would appreciate your inclusion of the subject property to the list of Historic- 
Cultural Monuments.
Time for Council to Act: The Commission action is hereby transmitted to the City Council for consideration. 
Pursuant to Section 22.171.10(f) of the Los Angeles Administrative Code, the Council may approve or disapprove 
in whole or in part an application or initiation for a proposed designation of a Monument. The Council shall act in 
90-days of the public hearing held before the Commission on the proposed designation. The City Council may 
unilaterally extend the 90-day time limit to act for a maximum of 15 days for good cause. With written consent of 
the owner, the time for the City Council to act may be extended by up to an additional 60 days. If the Council does 
not act on the application or initiation within this specified time limit, the application or initiation to designate a 
Monument shall be deemed to have been denied.

Enclosure: Amended Findings of the Cultural Heritage Commission, Staff Report, Mailing List
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HOLLY L. WOLCOTT 
CITY CLERK 

___ 
 

PETTY F. SANTOS 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

 
 
 

OFFICE OF THE 
CITY CLERK 

 
Council and Public Services Division 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

General Information: (213) 978-1133 
FAX: (213) 978-1040 

___ 
 

PATRICE Y. LATTIMORE 
DIVISION MANAGER 

 
clerk.lacity.org 

 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

April 23, 2021 CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
 ENV-2020-5525-CE 
 Council District 13  
 
1911 Sunset Investors LLC 
c/o Chris Riha 
1675 South Marlow Avenue, Suite 404 
Portland, OR  97225 
 
Raymond M. Taix, et al. 
3586 East California Boulevard 
Pasadena, CA  91107 

 
CERTIFIED MAIL 

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
 
You are hereby notified that the Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee of the 
Los Angeles City Council will hold a public hearing telephonically on Tuesday, May 4, 2021, at 
approximately 2:00 PM or soon thereafter, to consider the following: Categorical Exemption from 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8, 
and Article 19, Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines, and report from the 
Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of Taix French Restaurant, located at 1911-
1929 West Sunset Boulevard; and 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street, in the list of Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. 
 
In conformity with the Governor's Executive Order N-29-20 (March 17, 2020) and due to concerns 
over COVID-19, this Los Angeles City Council committee meeting will be conducted 
telephonically. 
 
The audio for this meeting is broadcast live on the internet at: https://clerk.lacity.org/calendar.  
The live audio can also be heard at: (213) 621-CITY (Metro), (818) 904-9450 (Valley), (310) 471-
CITY (Westside) and (310) 547-CITY (San Pedro Area). If the live audio is unavailable via one of 
these channels, members of the public should try one of the other channels. 
 
Members of the public who would like to offer public comment on the items listed on the agenda 
should call 1 669 254 5252 and use Meeting ID No. 161 644 6631 and then press #. Press # 
again when prompted for participant ID. Once admitted into the meeting, press *9 to request to 
speak. 
 

City of Los Angeles 
CALIFORNIA 

 
CALIFORNIA 

EXHIBIT M 
Page 1 of 4

https://clerk.lacity.org/calendar


AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY  AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 

Requests for reasonable modification or accommodation from individuals with disabilities, 
consistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act can be made by contacting the City Clerk's 
Office at (213) 978-1133. For Telecommunication Relay Services for the hearing impaired, please 
visit this site for information: https://www.fcc.gov/consumers/guides/telecommunications-relay-
services-trs.  
 
If you are unable to telephone-in at this meeting, you may submit your comments in writing. 
Written comments may be addressed to the City Clerk, Room 395, City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 or submitted by email to: www.LACouncilComment.com  
 
In addition, you may view the contents of Council file No. 21-0119 by visiting: 
www.lacouncilfile.com  
 
Please be advised that the PLUM Committee reserves the right to continue this matter to a later 
date, subject to any time limit constraints. 
 

For inquiries about the Cultural Heritage Commission report, contact City Planning staff: 
Lambert M. Giessinger (213) 847-3648 lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
Melissa Jones (213) 847-3679 melissa.jones@lacity.org 

For inquiries about the meeting, contact City Clerk staff: 
Armando Bencomo (213) 978-1080 clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 

 
 
Note: If you challenge this proposed action in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at 
the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
Any written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action on a matter will become a part of the 
administrative record. The time in which you may seek judicial review of any final action by the City Council is limited by 
California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6 which provides that an action pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.5 challenging the Council's action must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the Council action 
becomes final. 
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HOLLY L. WOLCOTT 
CITY CLERK 

___ 
 

PETTY F. SANTOS 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

 
 
 

OFFICE OF THE 
CITY CLERK 

 
Council and Public Services Division 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

General Information: (213) 978-1133 
FAX: (213) 978-1040 

___ 
 

PATRICE Y. LATTIMORE 
DIVISION MANAGER 

 
clerk.lacity.org 

 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
April 23, 2021 CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
 ENV-2020-5525-CE 

 Council District 13 
 

NOTICE TO INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
You are hereby notified that the Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee of the 
Los Angeles City Council will hold a public hearing telephonically on Tuesday, May 4, 2021, at 
approximately 2:00 PM or soon thereafter, to consider the following: Categorical Exemption from 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8, 
and Article 19, Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines, and report from the 
Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of Taix French Restaurant, located at 1911-
1929 West Sunset Boulevard; and 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street, in the list of Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. 
 
In conformity with the Governor's Executive Order N-29-20 (March 17, 2020) and due to concerns 
over COVID-19, this Los Angeles City Council committee meeting will be conducted 
telephonically. 
 
The audio for this meeting is broadcast live on the internet at: https://clerk.lacity.org/calendar.  
The live audio can also be heard at: (213) 621-CITY (Metro), (818) 904-9450 (Valley), (310) 471-
CITY (Westside) and (310) 547-CITY (San Pedro Area). If the live audio is unavailable via one of 
these channels, members of the public should try one of the other channels. 
 
Members of the public who would like to offer public comment on the items listed on the agenda 
should call 1 669 254 5252 and use Meeting ID No. 161 644 6631 and then press #. Press # 
again when prompted for participant ID. Once admitted into the meeting, press *9 to request to 
speak. 
 
Requests for reasonable modification or accommodation from individuals with disabilities, 
consistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act can be made by contacting the City Clerk's 
Office at (213) 978-1133. For Telecommunication Relay Services for the hearing impaired, please 
visit this site for information: https://www.fcc.gov/consumers/guides/telecommunications-relay-
services-trs.  
 
If you are unable to telephone-in at this meeting, you may submit your comments in writing. 
Written comments may be addressed to the City Clerk, Room 395, City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 or submitted by email to: www.LACouncilComment.com  
 
In addition, you may view the contents of Council file No. 21-0119 by visiting: 
www.lacouncilfile.com  
 

City of Los Angeles 
CALIFORNIA 

 
CALIFORNIA 
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AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY  AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 

Please be advised that the PLUM Committee reserves the right to continue this matter to a later 
date, subject to any time limit constraints. 
 

For inquiries about the Cultural Heritage Commission report, contact City Planning staff: 
Lambert M. Giessinger (213) 847-3648 lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
Melissa Jones (213) 847-3679 melissa.jones@lacity.org 

For inquiries about the meeting, contact City Clerk staff: 
Armando Bencomo  (213) 978-1080 clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 

 
Armando Bencomo 
Deputy City Clerk, Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 
(213) 978-1080 
 
 
Note: If you challenge this proposed action in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone 
else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at, or 
prior to, the public hearing. Any written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action 
on a matter will become a part of the administrative record. The time in which you may seek judicial review of any final 
action by the City Council is limited by California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6 which provides that an action 
pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5 challenging the Council's action must be filed no later than the 90th 
day following the date on which the Council action becomes final. 
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File No. 21-0119 
!

CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION and PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT (PLUM) 
COMMITTEE REPORT relative to the inclusion of the Taix French Restaurant, located at 
1910-2018 West Reservoir Street, in the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 
 
Recommendations for Council action: 
 

1. DETERMINE that the proposed designation is categorically exempt from the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to Article 19, Section 
15308, Class 8 and Article 19, Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines.  
 

2. DETERMINE that the subject property conforms with the definition of a Monument 
pursuant to Section 22.171.7 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code.  

 
3. ADOPT the FINDINGS of the Cultural Heritage Commission (CHC), as amended 

by the PLUM Committee, attached to the Council file in the communication from 
the Council District (CD) 13 Office, dated May 4, 2021, as the Findings of Council. 

 
4. APPROVE the recommendations of the CHC relative to the inclusion of the Taix 

French Restaurant, located at 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street, in the list of 
Historic-Cultural Monuments. 

 
Owners/Applicants: 1911 Sunset Investors LLC c/o Chris Riha; and Raymond M. Taix, et 
al., c/o Annie Sperling, Silver Lake Heritage Trust 
 
Case No. CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
 
Environmental No. ENV-2020-5525-CE 
  
Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the CHC. Neither the City Administrative 
Officer nor the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a financial analysis of this report.  
 
Community Impact Statement: None submitted.  
 
SUMMARY 
 
At a regular meeting held on May 4, 2021, the PLUM Committee considered a CHC report 
relative to the inclusion of the Taix French Restaurant, located at 1910-2018 West 
Reservoir Street, in the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments. Staff from the Department of 
City Planning provided an overview of the matter. A Representative of CD 13 provided 
comments in support of the designation and read the proposed supplemental Findings 
into the record, as reflected in the communication from the CD 13 Office dated May 4, 
2021. After an opportunity for public comment, and presentation by the Applicant s 
representative, the Committee recommended to approve the inclusion of the Taix French 
Restaurant in the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments; and, adopt the Findings as 
amended. This matter is now submitted to the Council for consideration. 
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Respectfully Submitted,  
 
PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 
 
 
 
 

MEMBER VOTE 
HARRIS-DAWSON: YES 
CEDILLO: YES 
BLUMENFIELD:    YES 
RIDLEY-THOMAS:    YES 
LEE: YES 

 
 
AXB 
21-0119_rpt_PLUM_05-04-21 
!
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HOLLY L. WOLCOTT 
CITY CLERK 

___ 
 

PETTY F. SANTOS 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
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Council and Public Services Division 
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___ 
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April 23, 2021 CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
 ENV-2020-5525-CE 
 Council District 13  
 
1911 Sunset Investors LLC 
c/o Chris Riha 
1675 South Marlow Avenue, Suite 404 
Portland, OR  97225 
 
Raymond M. Taix, et al. 
3586 East California Boulevard 
Pasadena, CA  91107 

 
CERTIFIED MAIL 

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
 
You are hereby notified that the Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee of the 
Los Angeles City Council will hold a public hearing telephonically on Tuesday, May 4, 2021, at 
approximately 2:00 PM or soon thereafter, to consider the following: Categorical Exemption from 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8, 
and Article 19, Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines, and report from the 
Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of Taix French Restaurant, located at 1911-
1929 West Sunset Boulevard; and 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street, in the list of Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. 
 
In conformity with the Governor's Executive Order N-29-20 (March 17, 2020) and due to concerns 
over COVID-19, this Los Angeles City Council committee meeting will be conducted 
telephonically. 
 
The audio for this meeting is broadcast live on the internet at: https://clerk.lacity.org/calendar.  
The live audio can also be heard at: (213) 621-CITY (Metro), (818) 904-9450 (Valley), (310) 471-
CITY (Westside) and (310) 547-CITY (San Pedro Area). If the live audio is unavailable via one of 
these channels, members of the public should try one of the other channels. 
 
Members of the public who would like to offer public comment on the items listed on the agenda 
should call 1 669 254 5252 and use Meeting ID No. 161 644 6631 and then press #. Press # 
again when prompted for participant ID. Once admitted into the meeting, press *9 to request to 
speak. 
 

City of Los Angeles 
CALIFORNIA 

 
CALIFORNIA 
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Requests for reasonable modification or accommodation from individuals with disabilities, 
consistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act can be made by contacting the City Clerk's 
Office at (213) 978-1133. For Telecommunication Relay Services for the hearing impaired, please 
visit this site for information: https://www.fcc.gov/consumers/guides/telecommunications-relay-
services-trs.  
 
If you are unable to telephone-in at this meeting, you may submit your comments in writing. 
Written comments may be addressed to the City Clerk, Room 395, City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 or submitted by email to: www.LACouncilComment.com  
 
In addition, you may view the contents of Council file No. 21-0119 by visiting: 
www.lacouncilfile.com  
 
Please be advised that the PLUM Committee reserves the right to continue this matter to a later 
date, subject to any time limit constraints. 
 

For inquiries about the Cultural Heritage Commission report, contact City Planning staff: 
Lambert M. Giessinger (213) 847-3648 lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
Melissa Jones (213) 847-3679 melissa.jones@lacity.org 

For inquiries about the meeting, contact City Clerk staff: 
Armando Bencomo (213) 978-1080 clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 

 
 
Note: If you challenge this proposed action in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at 
the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
Any written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action on a matter will become a part of the 
administrative record. The time in which you may seek judicial review of any final action by the City Council is limited by 
California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6 which provides that an action pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.5 challenging the Council's action must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the Council action 
becomes final. 
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ERIC GARCETTI 
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April 23, 2021 CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
 ENV-2020-5525-CE 

 Council District 13 
 

NOTICE TO INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
You are hereby notified that the Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee of the 
Los Angeles City Council will hold a public hearing telephonically on Tuesday, May 4, 2021, at 
approximately 2:00 PM or soon thereafter, to consider the following: Categorical Exemption from 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8, 
and Article 19, Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines, and report from the 
Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of Taix French Restaurant, located at 1911-
1929 West Sunset Boulevard; and 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street, in the list of Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. 
 
In conformity with the Governor's Executive Order N-29-20 (March 17, 2020) and due to concerns 
over COVID-19, this Los Angeles City Council committee meeting will be conducted 
telephonically. 
 
The audio for this meeting is broadcast live on the internet at: https://clerk.lacity.org/calendar.  
The live audio can also be heard at: (213) 621-CITY (Metro), (818) 904-9450 (Valley), (310) 471-
CITY (Westside) and (310) 547-CITY (San Pedro Area). If the live audio is unavailable via one of 
these channels, members of the public should try one of the other channels. 
 
Members of the public who would like to offer public comment on the items listed on the agenda 
should call 1 669 254 5252 and use Meeting ID No. 161 644 6631 and then press #. Press # 
again when prompted for participant ID. Once admitted into the meeting, press *9 to request to 
speak. 
 
Requests for reasonable modification or accommodation from individuals with disabilities, 
consistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act can be made by contacting the City Clerk's 
Office at (213) 978-1133. For Telecommunication Relay Services for the hearing impaired, please 
visit this site for information: https://www.fcc.gov/consumers/guides/telecommunications-relay-
services-trs.  
 
If you are unable to telephone-in at this meeting, you may submit your comments in writing. 
Written comments may be addressed to the City Clerk, Room 395, City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 or submitted by email to: www.LACouncilComment.com  
 
In addition, you may view the contents of Council file No. 21-0119 by visiting: 
www.lacouncilfile.com  
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Please be advised that the PLUM Committee reserves the right to continue this matter to a later 
date, subject to any time limit constraints. 
 

For inquiries about the Cultural Heritage Commission report, contact City Planning staff: 
Lambert M. Giessinger (213) 847-3648 lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
Melissa Jones (213) 847-3679 melissa.jones@lacity.org 

For inquiries about the meeting, contact City Clerk staff: 
Armando Bencomo  (213) 978-1080 clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 

 
Armando Bencomo 
Deputy City Clerk, Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 
(213) 978-1080 
 
 
Note: If you challenge this proposed action in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone 
else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at, or 
prior to, the public hearing. Any written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action 
on a matter will become a part of the administrative record. The time in which you may seek judicial review of any final 
action by the City Council is limited by California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6 which provides that an action 
pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5 challenging the Council's action must be filed no later than the 90th 
day following the date on which the Council action becomes final. 
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